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IN Ilk’ I IiC I SION AN C K J [LR

Statersiritrot the Case

he .…IIj ccl proIy is prcCiiI I y va [tied FL >r market value purpose. at S per

square loot or S 3. .i< in total as follow s

Parcel 6.00

I AND VA[[FI IMIROVEMLI C I ]*OTAL VAIL! -S!SMINT

VIKT. iIKp21Uii S -I]- 2F623il; SI cS?

USE NA N:A NA

Parcel 48 - 000

I ..rl,p t: ltl.AI ..! I.:l..ssI:sSNIL.N!

rIKI. $i2}5Oi S -0- $]‘5_I 25

USE NA * .

Parcel 4S -00!

IAN’] /;ltl: IMIROVIMIN Y.A! .I*. lULAl. l II ASS[SSll-:NL

NIK . 504.0ifti N-Il- S5O-liPJ

USE 5412 5-0- $432,101 $lti.S.t]Hl

An appeal Its been tiled on behalf of the property owner with the State Board al

E1iItIh/Itiol,. The undcn.igned administrative iudge conducted a hcajin iii this hand on

March I. 2006 it Knoxville. leirnessec. In attendance at the heating were Bob Naeger or

the appellant and Campbell Coun,y Property Assessors representatives Clark Ford and

Brandon I:!leIl.

FINDINGS fl:: CT AND LON. LUSIONS

Subject property consists of8.4C2.58 acres ofmouritain land ii Campbell County

utilized for ti]llher pruct ion. Subject pirc&S are part of si contiguous ,g acT c tract

located ii various counties iii ‘I tttnWSsCe and KCPlUcky.

The naxpaer contended that subject propeilv ,hould he altied it S 68!il I per acrc or

SI .411.633.44 in total. In support ofthis position, the taxpayer introduced excerpts froni

three appraisal reports which valued the hare land at 596.32. S l6>.2S and Si.i IS per acre in



2003. 2004 and 2005 respectiveiv In each case, the appraisers dcrived the value ofthe bare

‘anti liv dcdtictiri he value ofihe limber from lie total indicated aIuc. Ihus. the i,ut!iciied

hair land LLIU&’ i br all lJractPcal PUIPOSCN a ru’IdLlaI v;dUc. lie taxixiver rll

contcted that the assessor’s appraial overstate Ihe amount ofpastureiand on parcel 6.

The assessor contended that subject properly should be valued at $2932200 or

S.1 4 .96 per acre. In ‘pport of this position, 1r Rin] recommended ii adjus I p ‘wrIts in

value ritEner han rccEhsitving 5M5.S acres oil ccl 6 liii,,, pL.sture to woodland. Mr. lord

essentially Isserled that the taxpayer has taken a mvopi L. view of subj cot land as having 110

util ii’ or value aside from its timber. Mr. Ford introduced p spreadsheet still tEll i / iri4 s,les

he chimed sLipport hi cu,itentioi, of value.

Ihe basis of valuation as stated in lenines cc ode Annotated Sec 111 6-5-601 a is

that ‘It]he value ofall property shall be ascertained from the evidence ofiLs sound, intrinsic

and initnediate value, or purposes ofsale between a wi luau seller and a willing buyer

vthc>ut coitsileratit, oCs1,ccul;,t,vc ilues

A tIer havi lu rev icwcl all the evidence in the case, the administrative judge finds that

the subject property should he valued as contended h’ the assessor absent additional

eviLkilce from the taxpayer.

Since the axpa ‘cr is appealing from the dcterminatk,n if die i inphell County

Board ofEqualization. the burden ofproofis on the taxpayer. Sec State Board ol

Equalization Rule 0600- -.1 I and Rig Fo,-k tUning Company ‘r Qua/in

‘nh,vl/ Roan?, 62{ SV.2d 51 lean. App. I I

he administrati e judge finds that [lie appraisal reports relied on by the tax1ia

cannot be adoj,tctl the basis ofyaluation for at lej1 two rvasons. First, none of the

apprniscN were present to testify or undergo C tOS exanhi]lation. Sec JR Monroe

Co.. Ii Years I 9l2 - 994 wherein the Assess,n ient ppei Is nmitii ssion ruled iii pertinent

part t ol lows

Ihe taxpayer’s representative ofthrcd into evidence an appraisal
ofthe subject propertY prellaireti by i-iop Bailey Co. keause the
person WhL prepared the appIIlisa .i 11111 reenI to testify and
lie sIlliteci to c-loss-C ‘arlitnatioti the ap1,iisiI uas ,ip;iikc.d as an
exhibit or identi Ikation purposes onl. . - -

tie commission aI’o tinds that because the ,erori wino
prepared the wtiEte,i appraisal was tot l1IcseIit to tesiji’ aiiti be
subject to cross-examination, the v citteii report cannot he
considered for evidentiarv purposes - - - -

Final Decision and Order at 2. Second. it is apparent that although the residual land values

may be indicative ofiinesttnent iItie they do not ,-ellcct lie i,itr ‘‘SIC hid iriiinedrale



I

value’ ofthe bare Iand For example, the appraiser> methodokgv resulted in concluded

land values ofS% 52, SI 68.28, and K .06 per aer in 2003. LIII 4 DLI 2005. The

gtmllitsirtlive judge hnds that it stfliih cretlLj!rlv Co ar-iic that .ubiccl bare land had a viTue

ofonlv 0S per acre on January 1.2005 or that lie bare land value varied so dranrntically

over such a lion period oftime.

-r he ulrninistrativcjudge flnds that the ti’pavers oui exhibit 1I illustr:ites the

fallacy of such methodo!ogv. The spreadsheet Ii ‘Is 21 compac ihic> taken front the vi ri LUs

appraisal reports. In instances: the appmisers ajuncd no value whatsoever to the bar-c

land. The rernai!Ii’ig coniparables were concl uded to support bare LI ‘iii vihIcs rangi ] I g front

S 3 .IXI to $30S.00 per tcic and included Sal CS trorn fciiilcsscc - A lalmrua North Carol i ia.

Kcntuck intl Vest irliriia.

Based upon the !oregoitig the admitustrative judge finds that except for the one

adjustmeiit recommended by Mr. Foal the va’ues ct by the Campbell County Board ol

EdItlaUzation Tiust he alitrined based upon a lacLIInlIiLiIl t,fcrrccti,css

F ER

It is therefore ORDERED that the following values and assessments be adopted for

tax year

Parcel 6.00

LAND VAIl;!: JMPROVENIIXF VALUE ICITAI:VAJ.UN ASSESSMENT

NIKT. $1,807,700 S -0- $l,SOT. 710 5451925

USE NA NA N A

Parcel 48 - 000

lAND VALUE lkIl’ROVFMEF VA[UE IiT1[ALUl ASS!:SSNIITNT

MKF. ¶620,500 -0- $,20.5tll $15i125

USE N:A A N

Parcel48-00l -

[ANT VA!.LF JMPROVIT1T-.NT VA! LE TOTAl VAlUE ASSI?SSMENT

M KL $504000 S -0- $504.1 Pill N A

US! .S432.{tl $ -0- $432.0oll $lllSAP0U

It is EU RTHER ORDERED that ally apjilicaliTe hciriiu cnst he asse.scd pursuant to

Tenw Code Ann § 67-3-1501{tiand State BoardofEqualization RuleOóOO-I-.Ii

Punuan to the Lii Ibmi Adnlinistratie IrocetI LI tes Ac I. Tenn - ode Arm. § 4--

301- 32 , enn. Code Ann. 67-5-ISO - and the Rules IlCorilested Case Procedure of lie

Stile Board of t:qualization, the parties az advised ofthe following rernedce>:

A puiy may appeal tlti decision and order to the Acessl’Ierit Appeals

Cotnmisioll pursuant ti ‘cnn, Code Ann 67-S I 5111 arid Rule tlh[t0-I-.l 2
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of the Contested Cise Proeedijr of the Stale Board of Equalization.

* ennessee Code A tin ited 67-5_I lc xovide tIiI an appeal must be

filed within thirty 10 days from the date the initial decision is attiC?

Rule 0600-1 -.12 of the CociIesIed Case Procedures o the S’ate Board of

Equalization provides hit the appeal be tiled iUi the Executive Secretary of

the State Boarl and that the appeal identify the allegcdl erroncoin

Ii dings al fact and/or citric I usin’ of law iii I lie ii, itial order" or

2. A pan may petition for recorisideratittil ofthis decision and order pursuant to

cnn. Cmle Ann. 4-5-317 within fifteen 15 da’ of the entry of the order.

The peiili’i for reconsideratEoci ‘101st sIiIc the s1eilk roun&l’ ULtH which

relief is reqtieted. The ling if petition or recoitsideral ill 5 1101 a

prerequisite for seeking adminisu-ative orjudicial review; or

A party may petition for a stay of LIlcctiveness of this tieciiitii and order

pursuant to letin. Code Ann. 4-SI I within evcii I? l;is UI Pie ci,lr oC

the order.

This order does not become final until an official certificate is issued hv the

Assessment Appeal. Commission. Offie al certificates Ire nonna] lv issued eveiity- liv

75 ditvs afler the e,itr’ Ithe ininal decisioti and order jUno part’ hr, ippealel

I:NlERFD this lOthdav ofMarcli, 2006.

/2Z /L,.z’ -

MARK J, KINSKY
ADNI I J SIRATIVI JUDGE
TUC<ESSEE DEPARTMLNII OF STATE
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES DIVISUN

C: lr. l3oh Naeger
Dilly licks. Assessor of Property
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